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. Asyou know 31 U.S.C.720 requlres the'head of a federal agency to "
N submlt a ertten statement on, actlons taken on our recommendations to’
.the House Committee on Government Operations and the Senate Com-
mlttee on Governmental Affairs not later than 60 days after the date of

United States
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

National Security and
International Affairs Division

B-223096

October 23, 1986

" The Honorable Edward C. Aldrldge, Jr.

The Secretary of the A1r Force

... Dear Mr. Secretary: '

o We evaluated whether aerial ports ‘could effectively support Wartlme
a1r11ft operatlons Thls“report discusses improvements needed to reduce
- costs.and i 1mprove aircraft loadlng operations. Tt contams recommenda—

tlons to you on pages 18, 22, and 26.

the report and to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations
with the agency s first request for appropriations made more than 60
: days after the.,date of the report. .

We are sendlng coples of thls report to the Chairmen of the above-
mentioned committees and to the Chairmen of the House and Senate

- . Committees on Armed Services. Copies are also being sent to the
' D1rector, Offlce of Management and Budget, and other interested
. partles

'vSincerely yours,

RIPE TS

Frank C Conahan B
Assistant Comptroller General
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Executive Sunimary

Purpose

Background

Results in Brief

Principal Findings

Equipment used to load cargo on aircraft is critical to the mission effec-
tiveness of the military airlift system. GA0 evaluated whether existing

' equlpment could effectlvely support wartime airlift operations. This

report discusses”

reduced airlift capability caused by unreliable equipment used with
wide-body aircraft,

~ the potentlal for 'using commerc1ally owned equlpment in lieu of pro-

curement to meet Wartlme requlrements and

. the lack of spare parts to mamtaln equlpment durlng wartime.

fThe M111tary A1r11ft Command (MAC) provides alrcraft personnel and
o equlpment for a1r11ft1ng combat troops and supplies to warzones. The
~ "AirForce purchases operates and maintains materials handling equip-
“ment to load aircraft. Equlpment availability and reliability are vital to
’ meetlng the a1r11ft I‘ﬂlSSlOIl B /

The Air Force plans t’o purchase $219 million in equipment over the next

5 years to meet current and prOJected shortages and to replace over-age

' ; ' equlpment

MAC also plans to augment mﬂ itary airlift capability in wartime by using

R aircraft and equipment owned by commermal carriers who participate

in the ClVll Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) program.

-~ 'MAC’s ability to support wartime airlift operations is reduced by unreli- -
" able elevator loaders to support wide-body aircraft and the lack of spare

parts to sustain equipment operations.

The Air Force’s procurement requirements may be reduced by specifi-
cally tasklng equipment owned by CRAF carriers in MAC’s contingency
planmng e

Unreliable Cargo Loaders

Unreliable cargo loaders have degraded MAC’s capability. Due to severe
operational and maintenance problems, the loaders cannot be used to
support wide-body aircraft, which will provide over one quarter of
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Executive Summary

MAC’s wartime'cargo airlift capability. Acceptance testing did not dis-

close the extensive problems later found after delivery to MAC units. MAC -

removed the loaders from service in December 1985, thus reducing its

wartime wide-body loading capability. It is now determining.what will ..
be required.to. return them to serwce MAC also plans to buy addltlon
loaders ' L -

Klts

Insuff1c1ent Spare Parts o ‘
SRR i partsiKits to support maintenance requirements are elther not available
-or contain the wrong: components ‘MAC did not review the status of kit
* components for 7 years; as a result, the Kkits contain components for
- equipment no‘longer-used. While MAC is taking action to update kit com-

MAC cannot sustain Wartlme utlhzatlon of equlpment because the spare

ponents, the kits will not contain parts for elevator-type cargo loaders,

" Further, k1ts have not been estabhshed for equlpment stored as war

reserve,

Alternatives to
Procurement

Recommendations

Cargo loaders owned by CRAF carriers provide an alternative to the gov-
ernment’s buying new equipment to meet wartime requirements to sup- -

port wide-body aircraft. However, MAC’s policy is to use CRAF equipment
only when its own resources are unavailable. As a result, the Air Force
has bought loaders to support CRAF and military wide-body aircraft in a

‘contingency, even though CRAF carriers have equipment to support these

aircraft. If MAC changes its policy, it may reduce future procurement
requirements. It could also reduce the impact on war reserves created by
taking unreliable loaders out of s_ervlce

GAO recommends that the Secretary of the Air Force direct MAC to

identify materials handling equipment that falls below acceptable per-
formance criteria, determine the causes for the reduced performance,
and take timely corrective actlon to bring the equlpment up to accept-
able performance standards;

establish spare parts kits for war reserve equipment and elevator-type
loaders;

refine its procurement objectives and determine the reductlon in war
reserve requirements achievable by considering CRAF carrier equipment.

GAO also made a number of other recommendations, including a recom-
mendation that the Secretary of the Air Force defer procurement of
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Executive Summary

Agency Comments

- additional elevator-type loaders untll MAC refines its procurement
obJectlves ST

- With.one exceptien;:DOD concurred or partially concurred with the con-

clusions and recommendations in:a-draft of GA0’s report. DOD agreed to

“take early implementing actions to improve both the viability and man-
.. agément oversight of the program DOD. did not agree with the. need. to. .
v z':develop reliability statistics for-each plece of materials handhng equlp-
_ment DOD stated that its existing 1nformat10n systems were adequate to
1dent1fy unreliable equipment and serve as the basis for corrective
-action: GAO agreed and modified its recommendatlon to recognize the use
of ex1st1ng management 1nformat10n systems for operational monitoring.

‘DOD’s comments are: summarlzed at the end of the appropriate chapters

and included in their entirety: in appendix II.
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Chapter 1

Introductlon

Materials Handling
Equipment Shortfalls

" 'The m111tary airlift system is made up of both military aircraft and com-
: merc1ally owned and perated alrcraft committed to the Civil Reserve
ALY Fleet (CRAF) prog am. These alrcraft and their supporting worldwide

- The ability of the United States'torapidly deliver forces and material to
- potential areas of conflict is critical to influencing,its,outcome. Airlift...
. plays an 1mportant role in rapldly movmg and resupplymg forces

overseas.
_The ;M:ifi:tary Airli (MAC), under the direction of the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, , ageés peacetime airlift operatlons within the

' “Department of Defense. MAC also develops andexécuités airlift: doctrl“- e,
. ..strategy; and 0perat10nal plans'for wartime moblhzatlon under the -

direction of the Joint Chiefs. of: Staff which includes the overseas move-
ment of combat units and equlpment and umt resupply

aerial ports, enroute maintenance systems, command and control Sys-
tems, and personnel comprise the military’s airlift system.

Aerial ports are airfields selected for the sustamed movement of m111-
tary air traffic. Their readiness depends on having reliable materials
handling equipment’ (MHE) to load and unload aircraft and on personnel
to operate and maintain the equipment. Equipment shortages prevent
the timely processing of cargo and limit the success of airlift operations.

Equipment used by aerial ports includes forklifts, 25,000- and 40,000-

- pound capacity loaders, elevator loaders, and lower lobe (compartment)

loaders. The 25,000- and 40,000-pound loaders move and lift pallets
from loading areas to the cargo decks of narrow-body aircraft. They can
raise cargo up to 13 feet. Elevator loaders, positioned at the aircraft,
reach heights of up to 18 feet and service the higher main decks of wide-
body aircraft. Lower lobe loaders service the lower compartments of
wide-body aircraft. See appendix I for photographs of MHE. -

Air Force-wide MHE requirements are reviewed annually. In March 1985,
the Air Force identified a wartime requirement for 3,965 MHE units,

. which included 2,428 units for MAC, its largest user. As of December

1985, MAC had 1,664 units available. To eliminate an Air Force-wide

- shortfall and replace over-age ‘equipment, the Air Force programmed

$219 million for fiSCal-years 1986-91.
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Resporisibilities for
Managing Equipment

Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

Chapter 1
Introduction

~. +Each-major Air Force ,command, including MAC, manages its own MHE
- resources: This includes determining requirements, controlling distribu-

tion, and monitoring reliability. After MHE procurement requirements
are funded by Air Force Headquarters, procurement of the equipment

~.and the initial supply of spare parts is made by Warner Robins Air
i Logisties Center. The Center prepares the purchase description, specifi-
- cations, and-acceptance test requirements and awards the contracts. It
also reviews test results prior to approving full production and deter- .
. mines the causes and reSponS1b111ty for reliability problems

MAC iS respons1b1e for managing the CRAF program.! It contracts for air-
- lift services:and supportmg resources such as MHE, to meet contmgency
*‘Fequirements.. ‘

The :objectiv‘e:of our review was to ascertain if MHE used by aerial ports
‘could effectively . support wartime airlift operations. Early in our

rev1ew we 1dent1f1ed and focused on three questions.

1, Is a1r11ft mission capablhty prov1ded by wide-body aircraft being ade-
quately supported by: avallable elevator loaders?

2. Can CRAF carriers’ MHE prov1de a cost-ef_fectlve alternative to

purchasmg new equlpment" :

3 Are spare parts adequate to meet MHE wartime requirements?

We spec1flcally exammed elevator loaders purchased from the Wilson |
Machine Company because of the extensive problems the Air Force was

‘experiencing and because of the importance of these loaders to wartime

airlift operations. For these elevator loaders, we reviewed the proce-
dures to acquire and test them prior to acceptance; obtained users’ -
views on equipment problems and their impact on airlift operations;
analyzed MAC’s management information system; and discussed our
observations with cognizant Air Force and contractor personnel.

To evaluate the potential use of MHE owned by CRAF carriers to meet Air
Force wartime requirements, we ascertained whether CRAF carriers had
sufficient MHE to meet MAC’s operational requirements and whether such

IFor a complete description of the CRAF program, see Emergency Airlift: Responsiveness of the Civil
Reserve Air Fleet Can Be Improved, GAO/NSIAD-86-47, Mar. 1986.

Page 9 GAO/NSIAD-87-5 Military Airlift

|

5
:
|

sz

B L aae



Chapter 1
Introduction

SR We performed Work at.

»- . Wilson Machine Company, Hutchinson, Kansas;

MHE could be provided to. MAC in a contlngency These matters Were dls-
cussed with off1c1a1s from Air Force Headquarters MAC, and CRAF o
: carrlers L G 4 i

:To determine' if spare parts kits could be used on MHE models at aerial

o ports, we analyzed the contents of spare parts kits at three aerial ports
P and rev1ewed MAC ¥ plans for changlng its kit support concept.

REORR PR

- Air For_c,e'Headquarters;‘_aWashington, D.C,;
Mac Headquarters, Scott Air Force Base, Illinois;
21st Air Force Headquarters and 438th Military Airlift Wing, McGuire
Air Force Base, New Jersey;
- 22nd Air Force Headquarters, Travis Air Force Base,. California; ... ..
.- Warner Robins Air Logistics Center, ROblI'lS Air Force Base, Georgla,
- 436th Military Airlift Wing; Dover Air Force Base, Delaware, L

Defense Contract Adlmmstratlon Service Management Area, chhlta,
‘Kansas; and- S

selected commer01a1 a1r11nes under contract with MAC to provide airlift
services.
We made our review from April 1985 to August 1986 in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards. A draft of this
report was provided the Wilson Machine Company for its review, and
comments were not received from the Company.
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Chapter 2

Unreliable E _eVator Loaders Reduce
Airlift Capability

" The unreliability of 59 elevator loaders pu_rchased for about $4.5 million
~~ from the Wilson Machine Company.significantly reduces MAC’s capa-

bility to load wide-body aircraft. Wide-body aircraft, such as the Boeing
747 and the McDonnell Douglas DC-10 and KC-10, provide over one
quarter of MAC’s wartime cargo airlift capability. They require elevator
loaders to service their main decks, which are higher than the decks of
other cargo aircraft. The Wilson loaders account for over half of MAC’s'
wide-body elevator loader capab111ty After experiencing extensive

. problems for over a year, all 59 WllSOII loaders ‘were taken out of serv1ce'i‘

in December 1985.

The absence of operatlonal rehablhty testlng of the loaders Was a major

~ factor in the failure to detect the problems, which were not discovered

until the equipment was delivered to users. Further, inadequate storage
procedures and the lack of spare parts reduced loader availability.

Requirement for
Elevator Loaders

In January 1982, the Air Force requested Warner Robins Air Logistics
Center to purchase elevator loaders. The requirement was based on a
shortfall in elevator loaders and on MAC's view that its existing loaders
(made by Cochran Airport Systems) were nearing the end of their useful
life. The Wilson Machine Company was the low bidder on an advertised
solicitation and was awarded a $2.7 million contract in June 1982 for 39
elevator loaders. In April 1983, Warner Robins exercised a contract
option clause and purchased an additional 20 Wilson loaders, increasing
the contract cost to almost $4.5 million. Thirty-six Wilson loaders were

provided to MAC, with the remainder assigned to other major commands.

Operational Impact of
Unreliable Loaders

Since entering MAC’s inventery in January 1984, the Wilson elevator
loaders have continuously had operational, safety, and maintenance

problems. In-commission rates have been far below the 90-percent.

standard for full combat readiness, and malfunctions with the loaders
are causing severe problems in MAC’s ability to meet even its peacetime
requirements. The availability rate for 12 loaders assigned to the 22nd
Air Force Pacific bases, for example, has been as low as zero, and not
one loader has worked satisfactorily for sustained periods.

In a May 1985 memorandum to MAC, a 22nd Air Force official stated that
numerous problems with the Wilson loaders have significantly limited
the command’s ability to support day-to-day operations at a time when
mission requirements are increasing.
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Chapter 2 S
Unreliable Elevator Loaders Reduce
Airlift Capability PR

.. The let A1r Force had similar-problems: 1ts 12 Wllson loaders Were

-available only 17 percent of the time from July through October 1985 )
tAlsoy,: 30 of 50 attempts 60 percent) to use the loaders Were aborted

,,,,,,

that loader fallures have requ1red them t6 ﬂy in Cochran loaders to sup-

port aircraft when the Wilson loaders were inoperable.

- The 21st Air Force advised MAC in October 1985 that not only have -
Lo Wilson loaders failed to meet m1n1mum requiréments at its.aerial ports
" “put they have failed to support aircraft at otHer:locations. Furtherif -
" the:problems remain-unresolvéd; the 21st Air Force said:it will: eventu-

ally'be unable to adequately support its wide-body aircraft mission

' requ1rements

ST The types of problems experlenced by the two commands include

bent columns used to raise and lower cargo,

.-short circuiting of control boxes,
‘ rubber tires separating from the Wheels and
" platform sw1tch f a1lures e

Loaders Malfunction During
Special Test -

In November 1985, MAC personnel, with Wilson technicians observing,
assembled and tested nine unused Wilson loaders, which were stored-at

“an Air Force basefor use in a contingency. None of these loaders per-
" formed satisfactorily. Severe hydraulic system failures resulted in

uncontrollable loader operations. Qne loader would have hit the motor
pool fence and dispatch office had'it not become stuck in the mud.

- Another ran away when it was being moved and became stuck after hit-

ting a concrete curb. Otherwise; it would have rammed a fence and
parked Veh1cles behind- the fence ’

These tests also showed that the Wilson loaders could not 11ft the 40,000

' pounds required by the contract even though the loaders had passed

* acceptance tests conducted at the factory. In December 1985 Warner
‘Robins directed MAC and the other major commands to take all Wilson
‘loaders out-of service until the problems could be resolved.
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Effect1ve Rel1ab1l1ty

Testing Could Have:

Prevented Operational
Problems

L, LT

Chapter 2 .
Unreliable Elevator Loaders Reduce
Airlift Capability :

- Acceptance testing of the Wilson loader did not disclose the major
“defects found after the loader-was placed in service. Acceptance testing
. -was minimal-because the loader was considered a commercially avail-

able; item:even though it wasnever‘produced by the contractor.
L R AR AP nhig e el

ok T i T e T

v,x‘x”“” R ..;.‘.,;, o e

Wilson's Qualifications to

Produce a Commerc1ally
‘Ava1lable Loader i

Prlor to 1mt1at1ng procurement actlon Air Force Headquarters directed

;Warner Robins Air. Logistics Center to buy a commercially available ele-
- -vator.loader. Accordingto a Warner Robins memorandum, this meant
- that the company that.was to produce the loader should have built and

delivered the item previously; thus, the item would supposedly be com-
pletely design free and need meet only minimal performance testing.
Also, no operational testing would be required to determine the equip-
ment’s operatmg rehab111ty over a spec1f1ed period of time,

| The Defense Contract Adnumstratmn Servmes Management Area
.- . (DCASMA) conducted a pre-award survey in April 1982. The DCASMA
- survey team members rated Wilson fully satisfactory; however, the two

Warner Robins representatives on the survey team rated the bidder
unsatisfactory on technical capablhty and ab111ty to meet the requ1red

; del1very schedule.

| Subsequently, a Warner Robms contractmg official advised DCASMA not ;

to recommend an award to Wilson because

. the spec1f1cat10n called for a commerc1al item that the company had pre-
.- viously built-and delivered, and Wilson had not built a commercial ele-

vator loader capable of l1ft1ng 40,000 pounds; and
Wilson’s loader design was incomplete when the pre-award survey was
conducted.

Warner Robins vfurther advised DCASMA that Wilson was not taking the
safeguards most companies take to ensure sound design and workable
assembly parts. Further, Warner:Robins was also concerned that the Air

- Force would not have enough loaders to support wide-body aircraft

operations if Wilson had a problem delivering the loader.

The pDCASMA survey board acknowledged Warner Robins’ position; how-
ever, it still rated Wilson satisfactory and recommended that it be
awarded the contract because (1) the item was not considered complex
compared with other items Wilson had previously produced, (2) the
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Chapter 2
Unreliable Elevator. Loaders Reduce
Airlift Capability FERETETEE

. specifications did not. require the bidder to currently have the item in
.production and on the commercial market, and (3) while it was recog-

_ nized that the contractor did not have a proven design, this did not nec-
-essarily mean that it would not be,successful.

The Warner Robins contractmg off1cer awarded the contract to Wilson

~_based on the contractor’s low bid and DCASMA S conclusmn that the con-
. ,tractor was. quahfled

S Wrn

R SR AN e

Acceptance Testing Did Not
Disclose Defects

Acceptance testmg under the contract required the A1r Force to approve

testing of the first unit produced: and the contractor to test each subse-
quent unit. These tests were designed only to see if the loaders fune-- - -
tioned when assembled. The tests were not designed to test the loaders’
ability to function under sustained operating conditions. The tests dis—

"closed none:of the problems later found when MAC began using the. -
. “loader: Theydid, however, disclose'serious deficiencies in air transport—
.. ability, assembly, and:safety. Wilson reworked the loader, and the final

' test reportiindicated that: all deficiencies were corrected.

YT e

Need for Operatlonal
‘Testmg e

MAC officials believe that had operatlonal testing been performed on the

- - loaders prior to granting production approval, it would have disclosed
‘the extensive problems found after'the loaders were placed in service.

Corrective action could then have been taken before the problems had a
major-effect.on airlift capability. Such testing involves determining if
the equipment: would Work for a sustalned perlod of time under actual

: operational. condltlons

'Equlpment Testmg Pohcy
Changed F

- In-September 1985, Warner Robins changed its test Jpolicy to require '~
" -operational testmg for selected items of equipment for a specified period
', of time (e:g., 60 days) to determine whether the items can meet relia-
bility criteria. This applies regardless of whether the item is bought as
‘commercially available-or newly designed. The results of operational
- testing are to be included in a manufacturer’s first article test report,
~which is used in granting full production approval.

e
Sl !

Corrective Actions in
Process

Warner Robins personnel advised us that Wilson has issued various ser-
vice bulletins to correct some of its loader problems and has replaced

“defective parts under warranty. Further, the contractor will be asked to

agree to two engineering changes at no cost to the government to correct
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Chapter 2 § ot
Unreliable Elevator Loaders: Reduce T
Airlift Capability :

Other Factors
Contnbuted to
Problems W1th the
Loaders |

" other: problems. There are also six:other proposed engmeermg changes
- which should further i 1mprove the loaders’ performance Moreover,

because new problems were noted durmg the recent test (see p. 13), the
need for further engmeermg changes was being evaluated by the
contractor ,

In addltlon to msuff1c1ent testlng, shortconungs in storage of elevator

loaders and delays in ordering spare parts also reduced the operatlonal
avaulab1hty of the WllSOII loaders : :

i o

ShortcomingS’ in Storage: e

According to a-MAC.test report, the mspectmn of the nine war reserve

. loaders:tested revealed shortcomings in storage procedures. These

.+ . loadérs had:been stored for up to 16 months. Water had seeped into the
-+ hydraulic.and power:systems-and had to be drained before the tests -

could be performed. The followmg storage-related problems affected all
mne loaders

Engme crankcases had varymg degrees of Water contammatlon

. Fuel tanks ‘were: contammated W1th water, and the fuel was gummed due
‘to ages B o
-« The batterles were unserv1ceable
-.The assembly pins had rust bulldup

The trim cylinder air vents had not been sealed, causing corrosion.

Delay 1n Ordermg Spare e

Parts

In November 1986, Wilson advised MAC that lack of spare partsis.a prm-
cipal:cause of loader downtime. It. said that initial spare parts were .

‘ordered 7 months after initial loader deliveries. Further, 43 of the 233
-demands for spare parts were not satisfied because the items were not

under contract when status was reviewed by the contractor in

November 1985, 22 months after initial loader. del1ver1es Warner Robins
- officials, however, attribute the delay in ordering parts to the con--

tractor’s delay in providing the technical data needed to order the parts.
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MAC Needs to More
Qu1ckly Focus on MHE

Experiencing Problems -
Coiiersioo 7o+ -commissionsrate for their MHE of 88 percent, with average unit ranges

i ChapterZ .

Unreliable Elevator Loaders. Reduce . \\
Airlift Capability sy o -

| ,Summary..s

.- Each month MAC receives data on the péffbrftianée" of MHE from each.

-~ aerial port and moblle aerial port squadron, The data show the average |
-‘monthly MHE ava1lab1l1ty at:each port and squadron. For example
.-during fiscal year 1985, 20-MAC aerial port units reported an average in-

from 74 to 95 percent Although MAC receives detail data, it does not

L 'normally summarize these data by spec1f1c type of equ1pment

1st1cs by port or squadron can be mlsleadlng by not d1s- e

et i+ closing problems with specific types of equipment. The data did not mdl-
“-cate, for example, the extensive problems being experlenced with the
o Wllson loaders ey et e

When MAC began trackmg 1n—comm1ss1on rates for the Wilson loaders in

T September 1986, after material deficiency reports disclosed that the
+ -loaderswere havmg problems, they found that the loader was in-

e commission only 43- percent of the time during the 4 months before it

C deficiency reports:from users to identify the cau s"of spec

was taken out of service:

MAC personnel who momtor equipment: rel1ab111ty depend on material
: 11ures ;

: . While numerous reports on a piece of equ1pment may 1nd1cate ‘a wide-

spread problem, the reports do not-show how long the equipment was

_out.of:service. Further MAGC personriel told us that users sometimes

.+, - +neglect to prepare ‘material deficiency reports; therefore, these reports

. may not:disclose the full extent.of operatlonal problems.

Having 1nformat1on on rehab111ty by type of equlpment Would have been

- useful to MAC in isolating problem equipment, determining the opera-

tional impact of these problems, and identifying needed corrective
actions. For example, in May 1985, 21st Air Force representatlves dis-

- ... cussed with Mac the p0551b1l1ty of leasing elevator loaders. However

- _because they lacked sufficient evidence’ that ‘current assets were made-

quate, they were unable to justify the need for leasing loaders. The 21st
Air:Force had to request aerial ports under its command to perform a

e spec1al 60-day operational evaluation of Wilson elevator loaders and to
x_ prov1de data on rehablhty - :

In commentmg ona draft of this report DOD stated that, as a result of

- the Wilson loader, MAC had expanded its vehicle in-commission reporting

requirement to include a category of “problem vehicles.” DOD stated
that this data identifies vehicles by type and hours out-of-commission
and facilitates timely and thorough trend analysis.
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Chapter 2 e
Unreliable Elevator Loaders Reduce 3 o
Airlift Capability S LI

. 'The unrehablhty of the Wilson elevator loaders and thelr Wlthdrawal
... from service have significantly reduced. the. A1r Force s ability |

port wartime operations of wide-body aircraft. These alrcraft‘comprlse

+. 1'28 percerit of ‘Wartime cargo airlift capability: The Wilson loaders: repre-
IR sent over half of MAC s Wlde-body elevator loader capablhty

. ? ;' 2 B
g s S i :,mu;,";'

Operatlonal performance ‘of the loaders rellablhty was not thoroughly

evaluated during acceptance testing because they had been purchased
asa commerc1ally available item 'with minimal testing. If effective oper-

- ational testing had been: performed;'it hkely would have detected the
‘major defects. Further, delay in purchasmg spare parts apparently con-

tributed to the loaders’ downtlme Moreover, war reserve loaders: were
not stored properly

f The change in test pohcy, requlrlng operational testlng of selected MHE
- before contract acceptance, is a positive step in preventing similar situa-

tions from recurrmg MAC needs to more quickly focus on MHE experien-
cing problems: i+ © SRR

L We recommend that the Secretary of the Air Force d1rect the Com-
- mander MAC to :

e 1dent1fy equlpment that falls below acceptable performance criteria,
- determine the‘causes for-the reduced performance, and take timely cor-
“rective action needed to bring the: equ1pment up to acceptable perform-

ance standards and

- ascertain the extent to Whlch the storage problems experienced with the
it WllSOl‘l loaders may be occurrmg W1th other MHE stored as war reserve.

DOD agreed that the-funreliabi‘li'ty?»of the Wilson elevator loaders signifi- \

- caritly reduces its capacity to:pétform wartime operations with wide-
body aircraft. DOD added that-it'recently reexamined its wartime ele-

-Vator_loader’requirement ‘and established a requirement of 114. It has
- ©.101 on hand; which includes the Wilson loaders. Consequently, the war-

time shortfall is exacerbated by:the unreliability and out-of-service

status of the Wllson loaders

DOD agreed that management attentlon should be focused on equipment

experiencing the type of systematlc problems found with the Wilson
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Chapter 2

loader. However, it believed its existing management systems are ade-
quate to identify unreliable equipment and serve as the basis for correc-
tive actioh. DOD stated that, as‘a result of the problems with the Wilson

-=loader, MAC has expatided its vehiclé in-commission reporting require-
-~ ment to include a category of “problem vehicle.” This data identifies

vehiclés by type and hours out—of-comm1ss1on and facilitates tlmely and

/ thorough trend analyses; ‘-

e , ;‘J»é;_.,i wl 72 [

It is not our intention to recommend development of new systems Where :

existing management systems can serve.or -be modified to serve manage-
ment. needs: While wecontinue to believe: that mcreased attention needs

- to be devoted:to identifying equlpment that fall below acceptable stan- .
.- dards and taking corrective action, we have modified our recommenda—

tion to recognize DOD’s action to improve its automated system’s ability:

“+ to'identify problem vehicles. We aré now recommending that the system
"+ be'used to identify'and correct:problems in a timely manner. Our draft
- report recommended that MAC develop reliability statistics to monitor
RN the operatlonal status of each type of materials handling equipment.

" :
i
L" ’ i

Our draft report recommended that MAC evaluate existing procedures

‘.practices; and 'oversight for storing war reserve MHE in light of the

storage problems with:the Wilson loaders. DOD stated that its proce-

~-dures for storing vehicles were 'adequate and that there was no need to

evaluate existing procedures, practices, and oversight. However, DOD
added that, in the case of the Wilson loader, the normal storage proce-

* . dures were not employed; i.e:, loadérs were shipped from the factory

unassembled. an‘d-“temporarily stored in the original shipping containers.

- Inour view,:the facts that the normal storage procedures were not

employed for such an important piece of equipment and that this equip-

‘ment did not function properly when assembled and tested suggest a

weakness in internal control procedures and a need for MAC to review
the status of other MHE stored as war reserve to satisfy itself that excep-
tions were not made for other equipment. We have mod1f1ed our recom-
mendation to reﬂect this view. - S :
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Chapter 3

Loaders Available From Cormir

ercial Air

Carriers May Reduce Military Procurement

Cargo loaders owned by CRAF carriers offer MAC an alternative to buying
new equipment. By using these loaders, MaCc would be more able to meet

- ‘wartime requirements and-reduce the shortages in war reserves caused

-+ by taking the Wilson loaders out-of service. MAC regulations provide for
~.~.the use of CRAF loaders only in contingency situations when its own

MAC Regulatlons Do -
Not Require Tasking of
CRAF Equlpment in-
War Plans -

7. resources arenot available. Thus; the Air Force has purchased elevator

loaders to support wide-body.aircraft and plans to purchase additional
loaders for this purpose :

T ST EINE S AT LI I

“During a contingency; MAC regulations allow MHE to be acquired from

-commercjal sources only when government-owned MHE is unavailable or
1nadequate Asa result, MAC’s war plans do not include using CRAF car-
rier-owned MHE to support specific locations. Instead; a MAC crisis action

© team is to coordinate:the use of CRAF resources to cover MHE shortages.
-....Unlike-CRAF agreements for-aircraft, where the carriers commit specific
“-aircraft to MAC, similar agreements are not made for CRAF carrier-owned

MHE. If MAC’s: crisis actioniteam detérmines that CRAF MHE is needed and

avallable, it can be acqulred from a CRAF carrier under the CRAF contract

v MAC regulatlons on: usmg CRAF MHE have a direct impact on its procure-

-ment requirements..When-wartime requirements are compared with
-available assets and procurement requirements are established, only Air
: Force-owned MHE:is: con51dered ‘

L : -The A1r Force estlmates that 1ts requlrements total 114 elevator loaders,

56 of which areneeded for war reserve. Air Force has 101 elevator
loaders, and it plans to purchase an additional 9 elevator loaders and 6
main deck loaders, costing $2.2 million. The Wilson loaders, included in

. the 101 figure above, are being tested to determine what will be

CRAF Carriers Have
Loaders to Support
Wide-Body Aircraft in
a Contingency

.required to return them to service.

Ten CRAF carriers have contracts with MAC to provide 63 long-range

cargo aircraft in a national emergency. Forty-four of these 63 are wide-
body aircraft. As of June 1985, CRAF carriers had 111 elevator loaders to
support their wide-body aircraft.

Officials from five CRAF carriers having elevator loaders believe it is
realistic for the Air Force to plan to use commercial cargo loaders to
meet its contingency requirements. They said that some or all of their
cargo loaders could be made available to MAC during an emergency,
including needed operations and maintenance support. For example,
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Chapter 3

Loaders Available From Coinmercial Au' " i
Carriers May Reduce Military Procurement -

MAC Posmon on

CRAF MHE

smg

officials.of ;at:majorzca_,rgo, air carrier, which has 17 B-747 wide-body
cargo aircraft committed to CRAF, told us they would not need most of
their loaders for commerc1a1 operatlons when the CRAF program is

: actlvated

DT IR AR A

We asked MAC. off1c1als Why procurement requirements and war plans do

.snot specifically task CRAF elevator-loaders to meet contmgency require-
 ments, since numerous elevator-loaders are available throughout the air-
" line industry. MAc officials advised us that the location of these assets
--and its:inability to put them 1nto service expeditiously 11m1ts their

v1ab111ty

. vWe ~found, hoWever,' that CRAF elevator loaders are positioned near aerial

ports having wartime requirements:to support wide-body aircraft and
are transportable to these ports by either truck or aircraft. The fol-
lowing table compares elevator loaders at 11 CRAF carrier U.S. locations
in June 1985, with-elevator loader requirements at an Air Force base

within driving:distance. -

Table 3.1: Location of CRAF Elevator
Loaders in U.S. Versus Air. Force

Requwements

Conclusions

Hickam Field -

Locatlons to be. supported by Air .

AL

~ " Force . dro U Est:
e “Numberof CRAF carrier dlstance

g e - loaders.. ;- . Number of (Driving
Location required Location loaders miles)
Elmendorf AFB 1 Anchorage 3 Within 50
Charleston AFB. , 4. Atlanta 1 Within 325
ISP SR S C T Miami 3 Within 600
McGuire AFB "~ 47New York 15 Within 75
- Newark 2 Within 75
‘DoverAFB -~ . o 6 -New-York 15 Within 200
S i weie oo Newark g 2 Within 175
Norton AFB. S - 2.1.os Angeles 8 Within 75
o T Oritario 2 Within 50
~~ Fort Campbell 1 Memphis 3 Within 200
" ‘Travis AFB 2 San Francisco 3 Within 75
McChord AFB 2 -Seattle 3 Within 75

1 Honolulu 2 collocated

We believe that MAC's war plans should specifically provide for using
cargo loaders owned by CRAF carriers. This should reduce the need for
additional procurement of elevator loaders; it could also reduce the
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Chapter 3 e .
Loaders. Available From Commercial Au' i
Carriers May Reduce Military Procurement : ” ;

1

i

]H

Recommendations

1mpact of the: shortages created by taklng the WllSOII loaders out of
Although A1r Force regulatlons treat CRAF carrier-owned equipment as a

- equipment as-a; pnmary source: War plan : ai
ww-and specific comm1tments forthese. aircraft are obtamed rom CRAF ca
. riers. If MAC apphed this concept to the CRAF equlpment Whlch supports

‘ contmgency use. Numerous commerc1a11y owned loaders are already '

.. the equipment to the appropriatelocations.

service.

secondary alternative to be used when government-owned equlpment is
not available, we believe the policy should be,rev1sed.to co . s

these aireraft, it would be assured that th1s MHE would be comrmtted for

positioned near and are transportable by truck or aircraft to the mili-
tary locations havmg wartime requirements. If specific equipment were
committed for MAC use, contingency planners could arrange for moving

MAC agreeddto further explore the use of CRAF carrier equipment to sat-
isfy its current shortfalls and acknowledged that it may be able to refine
its procurement requirements. -

| We recommend that the Secretary of the A1r Force revise A1r Fo
- requirements

: mander MAC, to

leg-
ulatlons to require consideration of CrAF-owned elevator loaders in for-
mulatmg operational war plans and determlnmg procurement

We also recommend that the Secretary of the Air Force direct the Com-

develop and raintain an updated CRAF elevator loader inventory, g

obtain contractual commitments from CRAF carriers for use of elevator -
loaders during a contingency, and S : F

refine its procurement obJectlves and determine the reduction in war
reserve requirements achievable by considering CRAF carrier-owned ele-
vator loaders.

We further recommend that the Secretary of the Air Force defer pro- ‘k_
curement of additional elevator loaders until MAC refines its procure- F—
ment objectlves : : R S Y |
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Agency Comments and_
QOur Evaluation

Chapter 3

o . Loaders Avaﬂable From CommercnalAlr :

Carriers May Reduce Mlhtary Procurement 3

DOD agreed with the'need to fully consider the availability of CRAF
‘carrier-owned MHE in contingency planning. It stated that the availa-

- blhty and commitment of CRAF carrier-owned MHE will be an agenda
“topic at a CRAF Mobilization Representatlves Conference in September

1986. DOD added that subsequent deliberations with the commercial

o ccarriers wﬂl develop thls toplc and that war plans will be accordingly

S adJusted

o DOD concurred w1th ‘our recommendatlons to develop and maintain an
~‘updated CRAF elevator loader 1nventory, to obtain contractual commit-

ments from CRAF carriers for use of elevator loaders during a contin-
gency, and to refine its procurement objectives and determine the
reduction in war reserves achievable. However;, DOD noted several-limi-

“'tations in using CRAF ¢arrier-owned MHE to meet its requlrements For:

examiple, dedication of: such equlpment to DOD is unhkely ina scenarlo ,

“where deployment requlrements build over time because commercial *

carriers will need to maintain capablhty to satisfy demands for their

: non-mlhtary customers

DOD stated that prior to pubhcatlon of our draft report the Air Force
had authorized MAC to procure additional elevator loaders to alleviate

" the serious shortfall caused by the failure of the Wilson loaders. How-
e every it agreed that any future procurement of elevator loaders will be
“ " made in light of the availability of CRAF carrier-owned MHE and other
3 pertment factors reﬂected in our report
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Chapter 4

Lack of Spare Parts Reduces Equipment
Sustainability During Wartime

MAC cannot sustam Wartlme use of its MHE because the spare parts k1ts

: needed for repair are not avallable or are outdated. MAC waited 7 years™ ,
to review kit status. Durmg thlS time, it introduced hew equipment that’

is no. longer compatlble with ex1st1ng spare parts kits.

MAC, estlmates that 35 percent of 1ts cargo loading equlpment is over-age

and its 1ncreased use during wartime could result in significant break-
downs, Currently, waiting for spare parts for repair causes half of MHE

i.downtlme While MAC is, actlng to obtain spare parts kits for some equip-

- 7; ment, it is not estabhshmg Kits for elevator loaders or for MHE stored as

Impact of Spare Parts

on MHE Availability

Kits Contain Outdated

Components

‘ _War reserves

.. Spare parts kits are designed to support the increased maintenance

expected from higher equipment utilization and failure rates during

- wartime. They are also needed because MHE is sometimes deployed to
. locations that do not stock spare parts. The value of the needed kit

1nventory is relatively low—about. $1 million—and the lack of spare
parts could reduce the capability to sustain aircraft loading operations
during a contingency. .

"y There are two categorles of MHE. spare parts kits. Base level self-suffi-

. ciency spares (BLSS) Kits are used.at aerlal ports where MHE is assigned
~and contain the parts to. support the first 30 days of wartime operations.
. War readiness spares kits (WRSK) contain 30 days’ wartime replenish-

ment when MHE is deployed to another location. Air Force regulations
require an annual review of kits to ensure they contain current
components.

~ If kits are not available, MAC can take other, sometimes more costly,

actions when MHE needs repair, such as air shipment of replacement
equipment or spare parts from another base or taking parts from unser-
viceable equipment. :

The WRSK and BLSS Kits stored at aerial ports contain outdated compo-
nents that cannot support their equipment. For example, the Kits con-
tain gasoline engine components even though the current equipment has
diesel engines, Further, the Kits at three aerial ports we visited did not
contain parts for most of the ports’ MHE, such as Allis Chalmers forklifts
and Emerson Electric loading trucks. Officials from MAC units advised us
that many Kit parts can no longer be used to repair their equipment. Kits
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Chapter 4 )
Lack of Spare Parts Reduces Eqmpment
Sustainability During Wartime* :

" are outdated because MAC waited 7 years to review kit status. MAC offi-

MAC Plans to Estabhsh
Some K1ts

‘,« RS

WRSK Not Author1zed
for War. Reserve
Equlpment

- cials‘could not explain why kit status was given so little attention for so
long.

AfftervreVieWing WRSKs'in‘March 1985, Mmac defined a new support con-

ccept, which tailors Kits to specific equipment makes and models at each

- aerial port. Although MAC had difficulty convincing the Air Force Logis-

"ties Command to approve the new concept, approval was. granted in
- November 1985, and MAC is establishing Wrsk authorizations for MHE at_

six major aerial ports MAC was in the process of defining new BLSS kit

components when we completed our review.

'In the mid-1970s, the six major aerial ports in the United States were -
-responsible for maintaining MHE and spare parts kits and deploying them
- 'when needed. Subsequently, the Air Force changed its positioning con-
'ceptand decided to pre-position MHE as close as possible to their point of

intended wartime use. However, while specific authorizations for war

- reserve equipment were established at designated storing bases in addi-
* tion to the six aerial ports; MAC did not authorlze WRsKs for this

equipment.

. MAC officials responsible for establishing Wrsk authorizations werenot -

aware of the change in the positioning concept and, as a result, did not

- authorize Kits for war reserve equipment, even though there is a signifi-

cant amount of MHE stored 1n war reserve at various bases.

: In Aprll 1985, the 2lst Air Force, which is responsible for airlift to

Europe, Africa, and South America, likewise advised MAC headquarters
that its war reserve equipment had no wrSKs and expressed concern that
the peacetime supply pipeline would not be able to cope with the

- expected higher demand for parts during wartime. MAC acknowledged

the problem and notified the 21st Air Force that it was estabhshmg
WRSK authorizations. e .

Kits Not Authorized for
Some Elevator Loaders

Elevator loaders used by MAC were made by Wilson Machine Company or
Cochran Airport Systems. Because the 59 Wilson loaders have been
taken out of service, they will not require wrsks until they become oper-
ational again. However, there are Cochran loaders in service at 18 loca-
tions, which are deployed to support peacetime airlift exercises. In 1983,
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Chapter4 el
Lack of Spare Parts Reduces; Eqmpment .
Sustainability During Wartime

MAC authorized eight bases that have Cochran loaders to make up spare
parts Kits to support peacetime loader deployments.

We requested MAC officials to deterlﬁine whether the Kkits were available

at the eight bases. As of January 1986, four bases that had these ‘loaders

replied. Two-bases reported their kit was full one b  rep! _rted t
two kits had been assembled but were missing after havmg been’

* deployed; and one base replied that kits were not established: Even if.
- the kits were full, they were designed to meet peacetime needs and

Would not be sufficient to meet increased wartime demands.

MAC’s Plans to
Establish Needed Kits
Are Vague

- Establishing WrsKs requires MAC to 1dent1fy the makes and mo

MAC officials plan to develop WRSK authorizations for war reserve MHE
and elevator loaders, but have not established milestones for this effort
sof
equipment. at each base since inventory records’ do not show this mfor-

. mation. MAC officials believe it is better to support requirenients for sev-

eral equipment types and later extend the concept to the full range of

MHE. MAG is concentrating its initial efforts on establishing WRsKs for

10,000-pound capacity forklifts, 25,000-pound capacity loaders, and

. 40,000-pound capacity transporter loaders.

Conclusions

For many years, MHE spare parts Kits did not receive adequate attention

by MAC. As.a result, kit components are outdated and cannot sustain

wartime equipment repair. Although MAC is establishing new kits at

major aerial ports, it is delaying establishing kits for some war-reserve

MHE or elevator loaders. Further MAC is in the process of defining BLSS

kit requ1rements

, Delaymg full 1mplementat10n of the kit support concept for all MHE could

seriously affect airlift operations during wartime. Spare parts may not
be available for equipment essential to the airlift mission.

Recommendations

We recommend that the Secretary of the Air Force direct the Com-
mander, MAC, to

identify the current inVentory of war reserve equipment and establish
WRSKs tailored to the requirements of equipment at each storing base,

.establish wrsks for all in-service elevator loaders,

comply with Air Force regulations to annually review kit status, and
complete efforts to establish appropriate BLSS kit components.
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o : - DOD agreed with our recommendatlons and stated that it has orwil L
Agency Comments and initiatd actlons to address them, |
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Figure 1.2: 25,000-Pound Cargo Loader
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AppendixT -
Photographs of Materials. .
Handling Equipment =~

Figure 1.3: 40,000-Pound Cargo Loader
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Appendlx II

Comments From the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Acquisition and Logistics

~

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF, DEF

. WASHINGTON, D.C

ACQUISITION AND
LOGISTICS .

L/TR:

Mr. Frank C. Conahan
Dlrector, National  'Secur

Internatlonal Affalr
U.S. General Accountlng‘offlce
Washlngton, D C. -

Dear Mr Conahan-'l

‘1mportaht Subject and./for-the’ thoughtful recommenda

.“ ‘contained in the draft report. The:DoD will take early :

i,1mp1ement1ng action to’ remedy the shortfalls cited by the GAO and
to improve both the v1ab111ty and management over51ght of thls-“jf
:essentlal program. 4 T Sl S o

Slncerely,‘

%w‘? L)«L &L

James P. Wade, Jr.

Enclosure
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Appendix IT : ;
Comments From the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Acquisition and Logistics =~

‘Now on pp. 1213 18.

(GRO CODE 392113) -fo'sn‘ CASE 7062

: ”MILITARY AIRLIFT - IMPROVING MANAGEMENT OF
: AIRCRAFT LOADING OPERATIONS

*****«‘""

. RESPONSE TO THE GAO DRAFT REPORT

St

- FINDING A:-.“Operational Impact of Unreliable Loaders. The GAO

» reported" that the Military Airlift Command (MAC) provides

" aircraft, personnel; and equlpment for a1r11fting combat troops
‘and‘‘'supplies to war zones. “The Air Force 'purchases, operates,

‘and wmaintaing materiel handling equxpment (MHE) to load aircraft,
The GAQ further reported that' the Air Force plans to purchase
$219 million in equipment over the next 5 years to meet projected

: shortages and replace old equxpment.] The GAO found that. the

Wilson Machine Company, the low bidder on an advertised

" solicitation, was awarded a- “$2.7 million’contract in June 1982,
- fo¥’ 39 elevator loaders--in April 1983, Warner Robins Air

Logxstlcs Center exercised ‘a contract optxon clause and purchased
an additional’ 20 Wilson 1oaders, increasing the contract cost to

‘almost "$4.5 million.' The GAO further found, however, that since

entering MAC's’ anentory in" January 1984, the Wilson elevator

-loaders have contxnuously had operational, safety, and
“maintenance problens. Thé' 'GAO also found ‘that in-commission

rates have been far below. the 90 percent standard for full combat
read1ness, and malfunctions with the loaders are causing severe
problems in MAC's ability to meet even its peacetime requirements.

* The GAO- finally ‘found® that the loaders malfunctioned during a

special test in’ November 1985, and ‘this"~ test also showed, that
the Wilson loaders could not lift the 40,000 pounds required by
the contract.  The GAO noted that in December 1985, wWarner Robins

" Air Logistics Center directed the MAC and the other major

commands to take all Wilson loaders out of service until the
problems could be resolved. The GAO noted that wide-body

" aircraft provide over one-quarter of wartime cargo airlift

capability and the: ‘Wilson. loaders represent over one-half of

" MAC's"wide-body elevator loader capability. The GAO concluded
“that the’ unreliabilxty of 59 Wilson elevator loaders,
-significantly rediuces MAC's capability to support wartime

operations of wide-body a1rcraft ‘(pp. 12-15, 22, GAO Draft
Report) R ' '

DoD~ Response. Concur. ‘The Department agrees with the GAO

‘conclusion that the unreliability of Wilson elevator loaders

significantly reduces DoD capacity to perform wartime operations

N with wide-body aircraft. At the time these loaders were

procured, the Department had'a wartime ‘requirement for 101

elevator loaders, 42 of which were'on hand. The Wilson loader

purchase was intended to satisfy that shortfall. Procurement of
the Wilson loaders was also intended to relieve the in-place-
Cochran loaders from increased stress associated with expanded
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Appendix II
Comments From the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Acqu1s1t10n ‘and Logstxcs ) . ,

Now on pp. 14-16, 18.

peacetime airlift operations. The Department has recently
reexamined its wartime elevator loader requirement and, as a
result of that analysis, has established a wartime need for 114
vice 101 loaders. Consequently, the wartime shortfall is

‘exacerbated by the unre11ab111ty and out-of-service status of the

Wllson Jloaders..

. FINDING B: .Effective Reliability Testing Could Have Prevented

Operational Problems, The GAO found the Defense Contract
Administration Services Management Area (DCASMA) conducted a

. .pre-award. survey .in April 1982, and rated Wilson sat1sfactory.
: Acgording” ‘to the: GAO,,a Warner Robxns contract official, however,

had advised the DCASHA not to’ recommend an award to Wllson,
because, among other thlngs, .the, specxfrcat1on called for a

f;commercial item that the. company should -have prevrously built and

delivered and Wllson had not previously biilt a ‘commercial 40,000

”pound elevator 1oader.. The GAO further found that acceptance
J,testlng was minimal; i.e., the tests were designed to see if the
Jloaders . 1n1t1ally functroned when assembled as the loader was

‘considered a commerc1ally avaxlable item. . The GAO also found

that had operational testing been performed on the loaders prior
Hg,to grantlng production: approval, it .would have disclosed the

.major defects found after: the. loaders were placed in service.

The. GAO . fxnally found other factors contributed to problems with

loaders- shortcomlngs in the storage of. elevator loaders and

.. delays’ in. ordering spare parts. The GAO noted that specific
" correctxve actions 'are in, progress: . (1l).in September 1985,

Warner Robins changed its test policy. to require operational
testrng for a specific period of time, regardlegs of whether. the

citem. is. bought as commerc1ally avaxlable or newly designed and,
.,(2) Wilson has issued various service bulletins to correct some

of its loader problems. and. has replaced defective parts under

‘ warranty. The GAO concluded.that the change in test policy

requiring operational testing of all MHE equipment before

,contract ‘acceptance. is a posxtxve step in preventing similar

situations from,recurrxng. (pp. 15-20,.22-23, GAO Draft Report)

DoD Response:. cOncur. The purpose of any fxrst article/frrst
production testlng is to determine whether the manufacturer
produced an item which meets all.of the specifications and

.requlrements of the contract. The purpose of this testing
requirement is not to, determine whether an article can function

under sustaxned operating condxtlons but, rather to determine the .
structured capacity and capability of the article. . The
Department of the Air Force has amended this testing policy to
afford additional review of "high risk"™ equipment. The"
Department believes that additional testirig would enable
detection of deficiencies to facilitate correction early in the
production schedule. .While this additive testing would not apply
to wholly commerctal 1tems, such as trucks, busses, sedans, etc.,
such a program would increase the likelihood that operational

1_problems encountered in. .the erson 1oaders would have been
- detected and remedied. ., . .

T T TN T P
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‘FINDING: C: .- The MAC Does..Not :Summarize Information Needed to
.. Effectively Monitor MHE .Readiness. '+The'.GAO reported that data
" on-the performance of MHE are: provided monthly to the MAC by each
.. aerial port and mobile: aerial port squadron. These data show the
. average ‘monthly MHE avaxlabxrity at‘each port or: squadron.
..Although -the MAC receives detail -data’, the i GAO found that it does
s niok normallyfsummarize .these 'data by’ specific types of equipment,
-« whichy-can: be:misleading by:.not: :disclosing problems with specific
types of equipment., The:.GAOQ .further ;eported that MAC personnel
- who ‘monitor: equxpment relxabllxty depend on mater1a1 def1c1ency
.. -reports  fro t

, ,pment may. indicate a
widespread pro lem, the AQ a so foundwthat the reports do not
..show-how'long :the equipment was .out' of 'service, and because some
users .sometimes neglect to prepare material; ‘deficiency reports,
- -these: reports may not disclose' the full extent of operational
problems. ~The GAO"concluded that having: lnformatxon on
+ reliability by type of equipmerit would. havé: been useful to MAC in
. isolating problem equipmentiand determining their operational
; impact, and in identifying needed correctivé actions. The GAO
:further .concluded that the MAC would: have'been able to more
. quickly: determine: the extent of problems with he Wilson loaders
' ovwsee| e if¢it routinely summarized reliability: statistics for each type
Nowonp.17. =<0 . ,w‘,of MHE._ (pp. 12 21> 23, GAO Draft Report) )

TR Y R

‘DoD Response. Partxally concur.. The Department agrees that
- management attention should be: focused: on: ‘equipment experiencing
: : . ‘the‘type. of gystemic problems_as‘found with the Wilson loader.
Seep. 17. .../ 2+ :However,> the Department does. not agreé:with the conclusion to
: : 5w collect,: collate, and maintain reliability data on each piece of
vequipment. “The Air Force Vehicle :Information Management System
--(VIMS) is the: most comprehensive: vehicle: ‘management tool within
- the: Department, and; most:likely, withinithe entire Federal
». Government,. : This system. affords installation and command
. managers. v131b1lity over a fleet in excess of 118,000 vehicles.
~This ‘information’ is: collected:monthly and summarxzed by genéral
category. of vehicles, e.g. forklifts, pick-up trucks, wide-body
loaders, etc, - This system permits the Air: Force to monitor
.. overall performance of its vehicle fleet with the option to
- perform selective analysis by specxfxc make, model, and |
.. manufacturer if undesirable trends develop. With Air‘ Force » i

vehicle  in-commission: rates averaging above 90%, the system is
capable of detecting deviations:where one vehicle category falls
below standard.  This in turn:focuses management attention on the .
specific vehicle type(s) accountzng for lowered in-commission
rates. The Wilson loader problem is a case in point. As a S S
result of the problems with the Wilson loader, the MAC expanded !
_its vehicle in-commission reporting requirement to include a -
category of "problem vehicles.® This data identifies vehicles by i
‘type and hours out-of-commission and facilitates timely and F—
‘thorough trend analyses. The Department of the Air Force will
continue to.use the' vehicle Material Deficiency Report (MDR) as
an additional pr1nc1pa1 management tool to identxfy and report
.problem equipment. The MDR, which, unlike VIMS, is a manual
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Now on pp. 20-22.

.(through ‘which: problel

‘first :surfaced
. - management system which: tracks every vehicle's performance by
;cq,make, model type, .and - year of manufacture ‘is necessary. Given

' was rev1sed=and sxmplrf”ed in 1986 to foster
\ e MDR was the vehicle
“associated"with the:Wilson loaders were
+/The. Departmént: does noti believe that a costly

,commlssxon rates for Air Force vehicles, such

and equlpment owned by commerc1a1 carriers
;7the Civil Reserve Air Fleet .(CRAF) Program.

. Noting :the:MAC. regulat;ons allow MHE. to:be. acqurred from
i - commercial sources .only..when Government-owned MHE is unavaxlable
+ or- inadequate, the..GAO: found that: MAC's:war plans do not include
4. using carrier-owned- MHE. to support :specific locations. The GAO
- ‘concluded, therefore,: ‘that: MAC. reégulations:on not using CRAF. MHE

have. a: direct impact on:its: procurementzrequirements, because

‘.f;:only ‘Adr: Force-owned MHE .is considered. - The GAO found that ten
- .. CRAF: carriers have-loaders. to. support wide-body aircraft in a

contlngency.r The' GAO. noted ‘that-officials’ from five CRAF g L
carriers having elevator loaders believe that it is realistic for

.+ the; Air Force to:plan .to use commercial: cargo loaders to meet its
‘,qcontxngency requirements;: notrng that -some or all of their cargo
. loaders. could: be made available: to MAC duting an emergency,
»a~‘1nc1uding needed: operational:and: ‘maintenance support. The GAO -:
+.also reported that MAC officials-.advised;,’ ‘however, that the

location of these CRAF. assets ‘and its-inability to put them into

... ‘service expeditiously, limits their: viability. The GAO

disagreed, pointing out that CRAF-elevator loaders are positioned
near: aerial ‘ports.-having wartime requirements to support widebody
aircraft and are transported- to.'these ports.:be either truck or
aircraft. - Although:Air PForce. regulations treat CRAF

__carrier—owned equipment.as a secondary alternative, the GAO

further: concluded the policy’ should be revised to consider CRAF
equipment ‘as; a primary source.:' The GAO further concluded that

‘r¥.'MAC's war. plans-should spe01fica11y provide for using cargo

loaders owned: by ‘CRAF-carriers: and this should eliminate the need
for $1.3 million planned for -additional elévator loaders. . The

. GAQO noted that:MAC has agreed to further: explore the use of CRAF
" .x-carrier; equipment: to: satisfy its- current shortfalls, while

acknowledgrng that it:may"be able to refine its procurement
requrrements. (pp. 24 28, GAO Draft Report)

»DoD Response. Partially concur. The Department agrees with the
'"GAO conclusion  to' fully consider the availability of CRAF-carrier
- owned MHE- in: contingency planning. Over:'the past few years the
ir Department has improved:its dialogue with. CRAF carriers. For

example, an annual CRAF Mobilization Representatives Conference

.is held at the MAC headquarters,.: The -topic:-of CRAF-carrier owned
.MHE'will be on: the agenda during theé September 23-25, 1986,
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" meeting., From this meeting and subsequent deliberations, the MAC
will make adjustments to’ contingency plans where dedicated
_ CRAF-carrier’ owned MHE support can be assured. However, the
Seep. 21. Department does not agree that CRAF-carrier owned MHE can

. Now on pp. 24-26, - v

..-".in a CRAF ,
. @eployment requirements build over time as commercial carriers
" will need to maintain capability to"satisfy demands from non-DoD
customers. ' Additionmally,' the CRAF commitments change freguently, °

., 'when and where needed. D

FINDING E:"

substitute on a one-for-one basis with Government owned equipment.
The Air Force must possess adequate MHE to meet both peace and
wartime workloads.” 'Much carrier owned MHE is not readily
deployable. or designed for rapid movement from one airfield to
another. Dedication of the equipment to the DoD, while possible
“St;gé”IIITemgrggncY1'iqjuﬁltkély,jn_a’Scenaridnwheze

based on market forces and corporate decision making. - For :
eéxample, American Airlines and Pan American. World Airways '

.“abandoned all-cargo service. Had the DoD rélied on MHE provided

by these carriers, it most likely would not have been available
ng FY 1986 and FY 1987 other major

" _changes in CRAF carrier participation are anticipated. However, .. ..

in those instances where CRAF-carrier owned equipment can meet

. Defense needs and can'be committed by the carrier, plans will be
- adjusted to take maximum advantage of existing civil resources.

i lack of. Spare Parts Reduces Eqiiipment ,
Sustainability During Wartime. The GAO reported that there are

"'ftWO;catggbpiegjofﬁnﬂz”apa;e parts kits: :base level self
'sufficiency’ spares (BLSS) kits and war readiness spares kits

- (WRSK) whibhfare‘deéighéq.tO'suppo:t“;he‘ih#reased maintenance
“expected from higher utilization and' failure rates during wartime.
' Noting the Air Force decided to, preposition MHE as close as

possible to the point of intended wartime use, and the GAO found

" that specific authorizations for war reserve equipment were

established at designated storage bases, the MAC, however, did

' not authorize WRSKs for this équipment. - The GAO also found that

although MAC officials plan to develop WRSK authorizations for
war reserve MHE and elevator loaders, milestones for this effort

have not’'been established. The GAO found that for many years MHE

. Spare parts kits did not receive adequate attention by MAC,

therefore, the GAO concluded, kit components are outdated and

' ¢annot sustain wartime equipment répair. The GAO further
concluded that although MAC is establishing new kits at major
aerial ports, it is delaying establishing kits for some war

reserve MHE or elevator loaders and is only in the process of
defining BLSS kit requirements. The GAO finally concluded that

‘delaying full implementation of the kit support concept, for all

MHE, could seriously impact airlift operations during wartime.
(pp. 30-35, GAO Draft Report)

" DoD Response: Concur. It is the MAC's responsibility to develop

and maintain currency of WRSK/BLSS Kits for MHE. The Command has
identified this as an immediate need and remedial action is now
in progress. “As a completed action, with the exception of the
elevator loaders, MAC updated MHE WRSK authorizations in April
1986, and supply requisitions are now being entered into the -
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_ Now on p. 18.

Seepp.TSd@a““

Now on p. 18. “

Seep. 19

elevator, loaders“ ill be taken subse

.program... The Air rorce system.p
;vehicle category, e.
. etc., on.a monthly basis. 1f adverse trends begin to appear, an
" in-depth . inquiry, by: specific vehicle, type, can be made at ‘each

supply system be the affected bases., Comparable action on

, nt. to the ‘Worldwide MHE
Requirements Conference, . whichfis cu ntly scheduled to be held
at the MAC headquarters in’ September'1986.,;

IR

LThefGAO recommended that the Secretary of
t MAC to develop reliability statistics to
onal status of each type of material handling

RECOMMENDATION 1 .i

?hequipment. _(P.,23, GAO Draft Report)

ﬁDoD Response.. Nonconcur. The Department of the Air Force
. - manages. over 118,000 vehicles of different makes, models, and

types._ The Air Force has a comprehensive vehicle management

,,,,,

..8ystem: which provxdes both operational and’ maintenance data on
.. this vehicle inverntory. This system ig the ,
ff'Department and, most likely, within the' e tire Federal Government.

... The. Department beélieves that this system is fully adequate to

. manage the vehic¢le, fleet and’ that the recommended enhancement

finest within the

suggested by the GAO would have limited value, would increase
personnel .and related costs, and would not.contribute to
improved oversight and: management of ‘the Air Force vehicle
,ovxdes in-commission status by
1evator 1oader, forklift, 40K loader;

installation on a’ case-by-case. basis. Given the high. average
vehicle in-commission rates and the hundreds of vehicle types
within the Air Force,,this method of selective analysis has.
proven_ to be an. effective method in monitoring this large and
complex vehicle fleet. In addition to this automated system, the
manual Material Deficiency. Report (MDR) is intended to identify
and. report specific problems. The MDR system documented problems
With the Wilson loader from its initial delivery to field units.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The’ GAO recommended that ‘the Sec¢retary. of
the Alr Force direct MAC to. .evaluate. existing procedures,‘
practices and oversight for storing war reserve MHE in light of

. the storage problems with the Wilson loaders. (p. 23, GAO Draft’

Report)

" DoD Response: ‘Partially concur. = The’ procedures provided in Air

Force technical orders are adequate for vehicle storage; however
in the case of the Wilson loader, the normal storage procedures
were not employed. The loaders were shipped from the factory
unassembled and temporarily stored in the original shipping
containers., Normally, vehicles are inspected and put into
service ‘upon receipt; however, this did not. occur as the

technical data for assembly had not been received from the
manufacturer and a hold had bBeen placed on operating the Wilson
loaders pending resolution of several outstanding warranty issues.
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Now on p. 22'.

Now on p.22.~

Now on p. 22.

Further, ‘the loaders themselves were' ostensxbly designed for
‘~operation-in an: all—weather environment ‘and the water found in
" ‘the.-gysteiis -indicate that the ‘were 1mproper1y prepared for
"'shipment from ‘the’ factory. Now that the loaders have been

assembled, they have been stored in the highest level of
protection pending resolution of the outstanding issues noted

O'above. ‘The Department does not agree that the storage procedures
‘ themselves require change. ‘

RECOMMENDATION 3- The GAO recommended that the Secretary of

the Air Force revise Air Force regulations to require

consideration of 'CRAF ‘owned elevator loaders in formulating
operational ‘war ‘plans and determining procurement requirements.
(p. 28, GAO Draft Report)

DoD Response. Concur. The availability of adequate MHE in the
private ‘sector ‘which could be committed- to the DoD through the
CRAF program merits full consideration. - In those cases where the
poD-‘'¢an be agsured of dedicated ‘use of: ‘this’ ‘equipment to meet

- military’ requirements, plans' should incorporate this resource. A

CRAF Mobilization Representatives .Conferenceis scheduled to be

‘held at MAC headquarters on-'Séptember 23-25,:1986. Availability

and commitment of CRAF-carriet owned MHE will be an agenda topic.
Subsequent ‘deliberations with the commercial ‘carriers will

‘develop this topic and war plans will be accordingly adjusted.

 RECOMMENDATION 4: - The GAO recommended that the Secretary of
‘the Air Force direéct MAC to develop and maintain an updated CRAF
‘elevator loader inventory. (pp. 28 29, GAO ‘Draft Report)

DoD Response. Concur. Information on the inventory and location
of private sector elevator loaders is available in a commercial
publication and used by the MAC:' For’ ‘'exaniple, the Boeing
Commercial Aircraft  Company produces: *The 747 Cargo Handling
Airport Equipment Availability." - The MAC'subscribes to this
report which’'is updated annually and which provides worldwide
listings of equipment availability by region, airport, and
provider. This data is available to MAC's operations and
transportation ‘personnel and useful -during contingency operations.

‘It should further serve as a reference to obtain commitments of
“CRAF carrier MHE for contingency planning purposes.

RECOMMENDATION 5 The GAO recommended that the Secretary of

~the Air Porce direct MAC to obtain contractual commitments from

CRAF carriers for use of elevator loaders during a contingency.
(pp. 28-29, GAO Draft Report)

DoD Responge:  Concur. Within the present CRAF contract
arrangement, MAC may request that a carrier support DoD
operations using equipment available to that airline. However,
the fluctuating inventory of carrier MHE and the lack of
commonality with Government standard loading parameters and
techniques are factors which must be considered before relying on
private sector resources. (See response to Recommendation 3.)

Page 39 GAO/NSIAD-87-5 Military Airlift

i

CEFTTEYTEE

e o —

B i e

'

R



" Appendix IT . B S
Comments From the Assistant Secre a) : 4 of .
Defense, Acqulsmlon and Lognstxcs e 4

Now on p. 22.

Nowonp. 26. - h

Now on p. 26.

biDoD Response. Concur. Private sector r
available and that meet. .DoD requirementspw111 be fully considered.

....{See response to. Recommendation 3. )

' RECOMMEND
.. the Air Force: defer procurement -of additional elevator .loaders

Nowonp.22. until MAC refines its. procurement objectives. (p. 29, GAO Draft -

. RECOMMENDATION 6. -The GAO recommended -that . the Secretary of
- -the-Air Force direct MAC to refine itsypr
. determrne the reduction in war reserve requirements achievable by
- considering CRAF-carrier elevator loaders
;-Report) : T SN B o

ement objectives and

- ipp. 29 -29, GAO Draft

rces Which are

in deliberate planning and factored into procurement decisions.

N - 7. The GAO recommended that,the Secretary of

Report)

' kDoD Response. artially concur.r Prior to the publication of

.~ ...the :GAO-Draft. Report, the Air .Force authorized the MAC to procure

: .additional elevator loaders. The Air Force. took this action to
“alleviate a serious shortfall in strategic aircraft on-load and
,off-load capability caused by the failure of the Wilson loader.

. _Inoperability ofthe Wilson, loaders reduced the Air Porce's
. wide-body loading.capability by more than 50% which seriously
impacted its.ability to meet both peacetime and wartime
u»requirements., At the. time the decisxon was - made, ‘the Wilson

loaders were expected to be out of service for a minimum of 18

.-months. . An Air Force: cost analysis-demonstrated that purchase of
dadditional equipment was more cost effective that long term lease.
--However, any future procurement of .elevator. loaders will be made ... .. .

in light of the availability of CRAF-carrier owned MHE and other

. pertinent factors reflected 1n the GAO draft report

RECOMMENDATION 8: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of
the Air Force- direct MAC to identify the.current inventory of war

reserve equipment and establish WRSK ‘tailored to the requirements
‘-of equipment at-:each. storing base.‘ (p.-35, GAO Draft Report)

_DoD_Response: - Concur. The MAC is in the process of developing a
. new WRSK kit . ‘concept which provides. requisite spares based on the

model, design, and year .of equipment manufacture. This concept

: resulted from an- extensive review. of the Command's MHE WRSK

policies.  Each of the new WRSK kits will be structured to

. support vehicles without home ‘station resupply for up to 60 days.

These spare parts’ requirements will be included in the next
budget cycle for inclusion in the Air Force FY 1989-1993 Program
Objective Memorandum. o

.. RECOMMENDATION 9: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of
the Air Force direct MAC to establish WRSK: authorizations for all
velevator loaders.. (p. 35.. GAO, Draft Report)
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Now on p. 26.

(392113)

DoD Responge: Concur. The MAC is currently developing WRSK/BLSS
requirements for all Command elevator loaders. This requirements
analysis will be completed prior to the end of CY1986.

RECOMMENDATION 10: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of
the Air Force direct MAC to comply with Air Force regulations to
annually review kit status. (p. 35, GAO Draft Report)

'DoD_ Response: Concur. MAC has initiated a top-to-bottom MHE

WRSK/BLSS requirements analysis., Each MAC base level supply:
activity has been directed to revalidate WRSK/BLSS contents in
preparation for a March 1987 MAC command-wide review, On'an
annual basis, the Air Force will conduct a WRSK/BLSS requirements
and authorizations review which will require all commands
possessing airlift related MHE WRSK/BLSS to review and justify
the number of kits, their location, and the number and types of
vehicles supported. Through these actions, management at all
levels will have improved visibility and coantrol over the -
important MHE support program. ‘

RECOMMENDATION llé The GAO recommended that the Secretary of
the Air Porce direct MAC to complete efforts to establish
appropriate BLSS kit components. (p. 35, GAO Draft Report)

DoD Position: 'Concur; The MAC is taking action to validate its

Command BLSS requirements. Estimated completion is October 1,
1986. Requirements will be passed to Warner Robins Air Logistics
Center for input into the Air Force Logistics Command
computational system.
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